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Cox; Me B. Gaudet; Dr. J. Lightstone, Prof. R.O. 
Wills. 


Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:18 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


THE AGENDA, AS PRESENTED, WAS APPROVED. 

Dr. Kenniff advised that the next three Agenda items would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 
of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


IT MOVED BY DEAN SZABO, SECONDED BY DEAN BERTRAND, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 6 APRIL 1990 
BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff commented on the agreement between the 
University and Digital Equipment of Canada Limited concerning the 
purchase of computer equipment in connection with Concordia's 
Management Information System; and the beginning of construction vis-a- 
vis Phase II of the downtown Library project. 
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Question Period 


With respect to a number of questions which had been raised at previous 
meetings, Senate was informed that a report on the University purchasing 
policy, including the Purchasing Department's practices and procedures, 
was expected to be completed by the September 1990 Senate meeting; and 
that there had been a mistake with respect to an article in the CAUT Bulletin 
concerning Concordia's compliance with the Federal Contractors' 
Programme, that relevant additional information has since been provided, 
and that hopefully a retraction would be printed in the near future. 


In addition, questions were raised and responded to concerning the 
proposed Goods and Services Tax, its implications with respect to students 
and faculty, including exemptions for tuition fees, purchases for academic 
purposes, travel expenses on research grants, etc., and the effects on 
administrative costs and procedures. Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional 
Relations and Finance, agreed with a suggestion that progress reports vis-a- 
vis on-going analysis of the situation be made available to Senate. 


In response to another question, it was suggested that enquiries be made as 
to when the annual report from the University Library Committee might be 
expected. 


Reports from Councils. etc. 


Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, presented and 
explained the Draft of Proposed Policy on Academic Goods and Services, 
(document US-905-D4), which was being tabled at Senate for information. 
He advised that he would be holding discussions with student 
representatives over the course of the next month vis-a-vis reactions and 
concerns which students 'might have with respect to the proposed policy, 
and that the matter could be debated at the next meeting if Senate wished to 
do so. 


Issues and concerns which were raised during the: ensuing discussion 
included questions with respect to ensuring that funds collected through the 
academic materials fee would not be directed toward other categories such 
as faculty salaries, etc.; the basis for determining the percentages indicated 
under the various categories specified in the spread-sheet on Actual Direct 
and Indirect Costs (1988-1989) ; departmental responses to the 
questionnaire; consideration of a suggested change in the title from 
"Academic Goods and Services" to "Academic Materials and Services"; and 
the possible need for a clearer and more specific definition of "academic 
material." 


University Budgets 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ,SECONDED BY DEAN PARKER, 
THAT SENATE RECEIVE THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES ON THE 
ACADEMIC IMPLICATIONS OF THE 1990-91/1991-92 PROVISIONAL 


OPERATING BUDGET AND THE 1990-91 CAPITAL BUDGET; AND 
THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS ON PAGE 5 OF THE REPORT 
(DOCUMENT US-905-D3), BE APPROVED. 


During the ensuing discussion, questions were raised and responded to with 
respect to the issue of budgetary provisions relating to the concerns which 
had been raised at the last Senate meeting vis-a-vis the part-time staff 
situation and declining services in the Library. 


Prof. Anvari stated that SCAPP should be congratulated for having 
prepared its Report on such a complex document in such a short period of 
time; and that congratulations were also due to Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance, for the noteworthy accomplishment of 
having prepared a budget document in which not a single line needed to be 
changed. At the same time, however, he stated that some of the problems 
that had been mentioned at the last Senate meeting pointed to the fact that 
perhaps the process had been rushed a little bit; that in particular, while 
SCAPP had not met throughout the year, it had looked through the budget 
and had evaluated its academic implications; that in so doing, it had asked 
Senate committees to make submissions, copies of which were attached to 
the Report, but that it appeared that in some instances, including the Senate 
Research Committee and the University Library Committee, meetings had 
not been held, and that rather, comments had been submitted by the Chair, 
on behalf of the committees; and that to make matters a little more difficult, 
this situation applied not simply with respect to a 1-year budget, but to a 
2-year budget. In addition, he stated that over the past few years, Senate 
had started the process of putting into place mechanisms for linking the 
budgetary process and the academic planning process; that for a variety of 
reasons which were not anyone's fault, it would appear that we have not 
been able to look at this budget along the lines intended by Senate; and that 
he did not think that at this point in time we could make a big issue out of 
the situation and go as far as to recommend to the Board of Governors that 
the budget not be approved, particularly given that the University has to 
operate, but that in order to forestall repetition of this situation, and with the 
permission of the Chair, he wished to make the following amendment: 


‘That the following statement be placed as a preamble to the 
forthcoming submission of the Senate to the Board of Governors 
regarding the budgetary proposals: 


"The Senate wishes to reaffirm its view that the budgetary 
proposals of the University should be drawn up based on the 
academic mission and academic priorities and plans of the 
University as formulated by the academic bodies of the 
University especially by the Senate and its subcommittees." ' 


Concerning the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that he had difficulty in 
following the logic involved with respect to its disposition, ie., that while 
what has been moved as an amendment would stand as a separate motion, 
he was a little at a loss with respect to how to either insert it as a preamble to 
the motion put forward by Dr. Sheinin, or to insert it into the SCAPP 
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Report at a place where it would be understandable; and that formulating the 
proposed statement as a "whereas clause" and inserting it as a preamble to 
the motion on the floor would create a logical problem in terms of the 
relationship of premise to conclusion, or inserting it into the body of the 
recommendations on page 5 of the Report would create the same difficulty. 
He reiterated that what was being proposed could stand by itself as a 
separate motion to be sent to the Board of Governors along with the SCAPP 
Report, and he wondered why the mover might want to insert it as a 
preamble to the notion where it really did not make much sense. 


Prof. Anvari advised that he was open to a reframing of his proposal; and 
that given his intention, if it was the feeling of the Chair that it would be 
easier to deal with the proposed amendment as a separate motion, he would 
be prepared to wait until the motion on the floor had been dealt with before 
bringing it forward again as a separate motion. 


In response to the above comment, Dr. Kenniff explained that ultimately, if 
it was passed as a motion by Senate, it would follow the same route as the 
principle Report and would go to the Board of Governors. 


Prof. Anvari agreed to wait until the motion on the floor had been dealt with 
before presenting his proposal as a separate motion. 


During continuing discussion, Dr. Cohen advised that as a result of 
consultations and feed-back, including comments made at Senate with 
respect to such things as Faculty expenditures relating to recruitment efforts, 
etc. , Some minor adjustments would have to be made to the 1991/1992 
budget figures during the process of formalizing specific items for all of the 
Faculties. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ANVARI, SECONDED BY MR. 
ST-MAURICE, THAT THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT BE PLACED 
AS A PREAMBLE TO THE FORTHCOMING SUBMISSION OF THE 
SENATE TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS REGARDING THE 
BUDGETARY PROPOSALS: 


"THE SENATE WISHES TO REAFFIRM ITS VIEW THAT THE 
BUDGETARY PROPOSALS OF THE UNIVERSITY SHOULD 
BE DRAWN UP BASED ON THE ACADEMIC MISSION AND 
ACADEMIC PRIORITIES AND PLANS OF THE UNIVERSITY 
AS FORMULATED BY THE ACADEMIC BODIES OF THE 
UNIVERSITY ESPECIALLY BY THE SENATE AND ITS 
SUBCOMMITTEES." 


In response to a question as to the meaning of the motion, Prof. Anvari 
advised that 4 or 5 years ago Senate began to draw up procedures for 
linking the budgetary process with academic planning, including the 
formulation of the first and second reports from SCAPP, etc., but that the 
procedure that has been laid down had not been applied with respect to the 


proposed budgets; that for a variety of reasons, and particularly that SCAPP 
for possibly unavoidable reasons did not meet this year, we have a situation 
whereby the budget was formulated by the Vice-Rector, Institutional 
Relations and Finance, based upon the recommendations of an advisory 
committee and input from the Faculties; that it then came to Senate at the last 
meeting; that it was referred to SCAPP which has just met to look at it; that 
SCAPP in turn asked for submissions from the various Senate committees 
including, for example, the Senate Research Committee and the University 
Library Committee which have made submissions but which have not met; 
that it has now come back to Senate in two pages in the SCAPP Report 
where, in terms of the linkage of academic priorities and plans, it was 
proudly proclaimed on page 3, document US-90-5-D3, that we would be 
spending 75 thousand dollars out of a budget of 160 million dollars to 
promote excellence in teaching, etc., etc.; that the purpose of his motion 
was to ensure that in the years to come, we would become serious about the 
fact that it should be the priorities that drive the budget and not the other 
way around; and that while he had accepted the argument put forward by the 
Dean of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science at the last Senate 
meeting concerning the merit of having a 2-year budget, at the same time, 
the current situation was the reverse to what it should be, ie., we have to 
have our academic plans and priorities set, which leads to defining a budget 
rather than the other way around. 


During the ensuing discussion, it was argued that the motion perhaps was 
addressed to the wrong people, ie., that it should be addressed to ourselves; 
that Senate has been lax in asserting its authority over planning and budgets; 
that there have been occasions when there has been a much more 
enthusiastic response to a rapid adjournment than to an in-depth attempt to 
deal with priorities, budgets and academic planning; and that while there 
have been innumerable talks vis-a-vis academic planning, etc., in fact, 
Senate has never really gotten down to very solid planning. It was also 
suggested that Senate could send the proposed statement to the Board of 
Governors, but that if it wished to do any instructing, it should perhaps 
direct it toward SCAPP, and say that more meetings should be held during 
the academic year, that the Committee should report regularly to Senate, and 
that we should have discussions regularly on the emerging priorities of the 
Faculties. 


Dr. Sheinin, Vice-Rector, Academic, advised that academic planning was a 
continuing, on-going process, ie. , it did not have a beginning nor an end; 
that she did not have as pessimistic a view of academic planning at 
Concordia as that which had been expressed today, because she knew that 
the University was serious about academic planning at all levels; that if there 
was criticism to be made, besides that which had been directed against 
herself for not having called meetings of SCAPP last Fall, it was that the 
linkage which ties together the on-going academic planning processes in the 
individual units of the University perhaps was not as well-honed as it might 
be; and that members who had sat on Senate for more than eight months 
knew very well that Senate had taken part in academic planning, that 
SCAPP had taken part in academic planning, that academic planning 
documents had been circulated, etc., and that it was an incorrect perception 


that academic planning was not taking place. With respect to the fact that 
SCAPP had not met last Fall, Dr. Sheinin advised that that was her 
responsibility; that she had really needed to understand how the planning 
process worked at Concordia, and that now, after having gone through the 
budget analysis, she had acquired that understanding; and that the outcome 
of the budgetary analysis, which was quite profound in terms of concepts 
and the priorities to make the University run, was that we now have a list of 
very precise issues which would be addressed within the framework of the 
documents which have been received by SCAPP over a long period of time, 
and within the context of the various planning processes which have taken 
place within the Faculties and at different levels in the University. In 
addition, she emphasized that what was being brought forward were 
incremental budgets, ie., the figures indicated were additional to what was 
already in place. Finally, she advised that the Report from SCAPP had been 
put together over four meetings, and that all members had seen the evolving 
document and had approved it. 


During continuing discussion, the feeling was expressed that over the past 5 
years there had been an evolution in the thinking in the University, 
particularly with respect to the academic mission determining the budget; 
that it should be remembered that much of the planning that occurs at the 
departmental and Faculty levels was transmitted to the Budget Committee, 
and in a sense to SCAPP, but that the SCAPP submission to Senate was 
much more global than that because Senate was expected to deal with the 
larger issues, ie. , the overall budgetary and academic priorities as opposed 
to individual items in a departmental budget; and that the academic Missions 
as defined by the departments, Faculties, and Senate, were being fulfilled to 
the fullest extent possible within the constraints of the budget. 


It was further stated that given that there was almost two years before the 
next budget was produced, there was an opportunity for the University 
Budget Committee to receive instructions as to broad academic priorities; 
that perhaps the motion should be directed toward the general consciousness 
of all members of Senate, SCAPP, the Board of Governors, etc., to ensure 
that the next time around the Budget Committee has enough information, 
and that there has been enough progress, that it would become crystal clear 
in looking at the budget whether or not it matched the academic priorities 
that have been enunciated. 


It was argued that motions should say more in terms of what was within the 
lines as opposed to what was between the lines; that from what had been 
said already, what was between the lines of the motion on the floor spoke 
very loudly against its meaning in the minds of Senators; and that if we send 
the motion in its present form to the Board of Governors, it would be 
interpreted to mean that what was being proposed, in fact, had not 
happened. 


Responding to a concern raised with respect to the extent to which details 
and raw data should be provided in budget documents, Dr. Cohen explained 
that the documents, in fact, contained budget figures in major items other 
than those which were incremental, which were broken down by academic, 


academic services, operational services etc.; and that these were shown as 
global figures with explanations of the changes in detail as "deltas." He also 
advised that the exercise could be taken one step further, ie. , the figures 
could be divided into sub-units; and also that the documents could be 
refined to the point where nothing would be discernable. At the same time, 
he stated that he had the feeling that there might be some interest in Senate to 
see something that was more detailed than what was contained in the present 
documents, and that in preparing the budget documents next year, he would 
consider the possibility of breaking down the figures into smaller units. 


In response to a question, Prof. Anvari reiterated that he had put the motion 
forward because of his concern that whereas over the past five years we 
have attempted to link academic planning to the budget, Senate had been 
advised that the budget had been formulated on the basis of the priorities 
which had been submitted by SCAPP last year; that anyone who had been a 
member of SCAPP last year would realize that those priorities and plans had 
been so embryonic that, except in some very isolated cases, they could not 
possibly have been translated into any budgetary numbers; that this year 
with SCAPP not having met, we have the priorities from last year being 
used as a basis for preparing the budget; that there had been a problem with 
the Budget Committee whereby the budget was late even when it was 
submitted to SCAPP; that in consequence, documents appended to the 
SCAPP Report, in some instances, were submitted by the Chairs of the 
Senate committees without the committees actually having met; and that this 
situation applied not with respect to a 1-year, but rather, to a 2-year budget. 
He further emphasized that there was no implication in his motion that he 
was attempting to place blame on members of the senior administration or 
anyone else; that the intention was to say that we were approving the budget 
because the University had to operate, but we were placing the proposed 
preamble to state our concern; and that once the motion was passed, the 
onus would be on Senate to get its committees working in the years to come 
to create the necessary linkage in a stronger and more meaningful fashion. 
Responding to a follow-up question, Prof. Anvari advised that while the 
main purpose of the motion was directed toward Senate itself, the purpose 
of the exercise also was to caution the Board of Governors that with respect 
to the budgetary proposals that we were forwarding, including the 
comments attached to the SCAPP Report, if we could have processed them 
better, we would have done so. 


With the indulgence of Senate, Dr. Kenniff turned the Chair over to Dr. 
Sheinin, Vice-Chair of Senate, in order that the might speak to the motion. 
He advised that this was not the first time that this discussion had occurred 
and that, in fact, it had taken place in SCAPP and in a number of other 
contexts as well; that the confusion in the minds of some Senators with 
respect to the meaning of the motion resulted from the ambiguity of the text, 
and that the quality of the text was always in what it said as opposed to what 
was underlying it; that in a sense, a variety of things could be read into the 
motion; that he wished to say what he would like to think was the mover's 
intention, and to read that into the motion; that if that was in the minutes and 
the resolution was passed, that would be the spirit in which it would be 
taken; and that he also wished to indicate what he did not think it should 


say, and hoped that that was not the mover's intention, nor the intention of 
those who would eventually vote in favor of the motion. He stated that what 
he thought the motion was trying to say was that there was concern, and 
that Prof. Anvari, as a member of SCAPP in 1988/89, had expressed 
concern about the slow progress in bringing together planning and the 
budgetary process; that he was equally as frustrated at times as was Prof. 
Anvari with respect to the time that it takes within an institution like a 
university to put something together, to have everyone understand and agree 
with it, and to actually put it into operation; that he sensed frustration in the 
fact that SCAPP, in the first two years of its existence, spent all of its time 
discussing the process of planning and none of its time discussing content 
with respect to an eventual academic plan for the University; that that was 
important at the beginning, and that it was not something that could be done 
overnight; ie., there were universities in the Province that have taken a 
decade to develop strategic plans; that he was not suggesting that we should 
take a decade to develop a strategic plan for Concordia, but rather, he was 
pointing out that it was not a process that happens overnight; that if the 
motion was urging that indeed we should get on with the business, and that 
that was addressed to Senate, and particularly to SCAPP whose mandate 
was to develop a long range academic plan for the University, then the 
resolution, at least up to the end of the phrase ". . and plans of the 
University. .. " on line 3 of the proposed statement, was very good, but 
that after that point, he became confused, ie., he was confused by the 
phrase ". . . as formulated by the academic bodies of the University 
especially by the Senate and its sub-commmittees. ", which, he assumed, 
did not include the Board of Governors, but could include Faculty 
Councils, departmental committees, etc., which already have input into the 
process, but perhaps not in the order being proposed; that he did not know 
what process was being woven into the resolution which might be different 
than the process that was agreed upon four years ago with respect to 
academic planning; that if it was no different, and that if it was, in fact, as 
had been suggested earlier, a parenthood statement, it was fine; that if it was 
an exhortation, even though he did not know what the real impact would be, 
it was one that he would be prepared to take and to live with; and that if that 
was all that was either in or between the lines of the resolution, then he 
could live with it. He further stated that if, on the other hand, this was an 
extension of a discussion that Prof. Anvari had raised in a previous Senate 
meeting, that had been raised by Dean Appelbaum in SCAPP, and that had 
emanated in a number of documents that have emerged from the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration in recent weeks, which was a statement to 
the effect that there was no academic mission or academic priorities of the 
University unless and until they have been formally approved by Senate and 
eventually, he assumed, by the Board of Governors, and, in direct reference 
to the suggestions that he had made on the occasion of the Joint Meeting of 
Senate and the Board of Governors on 30 October 1989 that there might be 
a reality that is Concordia University that without the formal approval of 
Senate could be described and could be accepted generally by the 
University, that therefore it was improper for anyone to talk about the 
academic mission of the University in any context other than the formal and 
legalistic one that was being suggested; and that if that was what was being 
urged by the motion, then he wished to state, as he had said at SCAPP, that 


he believed that one could talk about Concordia, and should continue to do 
so, and should continue to challenge the University Community to debate 
and discuss what the institution is, and to move forward with the substance 
of what this University is, and that he, for one, fully intended to continue to 
do so until such time as there was effectively a comprehensive, 
written-down, strategic plan passed by Senate and the Board of Governors. 
He further stated that he assumed that the second option was not what the 
motion on the floor was seeking to do, but that there have been so many 
different angles from which the question had come in recent weeks that it 
was appropriate for him to say this, as he had also clearly stated at SCAPP; 
that it was his hope that the intended option was the first one that he had 
described, and that if it was, it was indeed a parenthood resolution; but that 
if it was the second one, he personally would have no hesitation in saying 
that he was opposed to it. 


In response to the above comments, Prof. Anvari stated that he thought that 
Dr. Kenniff's first interpretation was really the intent of his motion; that, 
nevertheless, with respect to the debate at the last Senate meeting, it was still 
his belief that whereas everyone, and particularly the Rector of the 
University, should talk about the academic mission, and make suggestions 
regarding the academic mission, etc., he was concerned when a particular 
document was being used as the academic mission and from which quotes 
were being extracted, eg., quotations under the heading of "Concordia's 
Academic Mission" in a document entitled - Your Investment in Concordia 
University - A Report on the Campaign for Concordia 1983-88 -; that he 
would be a little concerned if a document was adopted as the academic 
mission of the University which contained a statement to the effect that the 
University "was also dedicated to superior teaching supported by the best 
possible scholarship. . . " as had appeared in the above-mentioned 
document; that the point of the matter was not that people could not talk 
about or discuss the mission of the University, and particularly the senior 
administration of the University, but rather, the point that he had attempted 
to raise at the last meeting was that if there was a particular document that 
gets quoted as the University's mission statement, that document should 
meet with the approval of Senate, and that he felt that that was a fairly 
natural thing to assume; but that certainly the intent of his motion had not 
been to bring that issue up again at this meeting. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that he accepted Prof. Anvari's reassurances, and that he 
was happy that that was the limit of what he was talking about. At the same 
time, he expressed the hope that at some point we would be able to get 
beyond what he described as "the rather sterile and legalistic" debate; and he 
advised further that as he had stated previously at SCAPP, he was prepared 
to meet and discuss this issue with SCAPP, or with any sub-committees of 
Senate, etc.; that his statement had been made with a great deal of approval 
and agreement as an expression of his view at a properly-called, formal, 
joint-meeting of Senate and the Board of Governors; that his statement was 
also supported by the Office of the Rector; and that he would be happy to 
discuss its content rather than the legal nature of the text, and which he 
hoped we would get around to doing sooner or later. 
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Dr. Kenniff resumed the Chair. 


The feeling was expressed that the thrust of the motion basically was 
self-criticism in the sense that Senate was not being pro-active enough; and 
that perhaps one way to address the situation would be to proceed through 
the "Reports" section of the Senate Agenda item by item in an attempt to 
elicit information with respect to the meetings and operations of the 
committees of Senate. In response to the above, Dr. Kenniff suggested that 
consideration could be given to the possibility that 'a practice be adopted 
whereby it would be indicated under each item whether the particular 
committee had met since the last Senate meeting, and the date on which the 
meeting had taken place. He also suggested, and it was agreed, that the 
matter be referred to the Steering Committee for consideration. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS. CARRIED, (20 IN 
FAVOR; 2 OPPOSED; 3 ABSTENTIONS). 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm, Friday, 25 May 1990. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


